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Preface

There is in the human spirit a powerful drive to understand
origins, to know the foundations of our ideas, institutions and
values. Inevitably, however, the passage of time and the
intrusion of current concerns dull our individual and collec-
tive memories. Ideas rich in inspiration and subtlety become
reduced to slogans, and the vision and commitment of indi-
viduals are too easily forgotten.

For many who have befriended and served Sea Grant from
its start, the details of its origins no longer stand in sharp
relief. For new members of the Sea Grant network there is
little understanding of the ideals and inventiveness that
created the program they serve. And for those seeking to
understand the successes and deficiencies of Sea Grant, and
its role as a model for other public programs, there can be no
comprehension without full appreciation of the forces that led
to passage of the Sea Grant Act.

This study, initially written by John Miloy as a Master’s
thesis at Texas A&M University, provides a sharply drawn
sketeh of the circumstances and individuals who, in a remark-
ably short time, turned an idea into a major marine program.
Based on a review of personal papers and correspondence,
particularly those of Dr. Athelstan Spilhaus, Mr. Miloy has
successfully captured the enthusiasm, commitment and polit-
ical skill surrounding the origins of the Sea Grant Program. I
wish to extend my personal thanks to Mr. Miloy for allowing
us to share his study with those interested in the origins of
the program. I also wish to acknowledge the skillful editorial



work of Mr. Bland Crowder, who has put a thoughtful thesis
into a form which I hope many will find an intriguing and
provocative reminder of our beginnings.

Feenan D. Jennings

Texas A&M Sea Grant College Program
College Station, Texas

February 1983
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Justin Smith Morrill

The Morrill Act of 1862 revolutionized higher education in
the United States by creating the land grant college.
Vermont Congressman Morrill's bill became the model for
the Sea Grant legislation more than a century later.

Photo courtesy of Library of Congress.



Creating the College
of the Sea

The Origin of the Sea Grant Program

America’s greatest contribution to higher education may
have been the land grant college concept. Until the Morrill
Act was passed in 1862, higher education in this country was
patterned after the traditional European system, concentrat-
ing on “philosophy, theology, dead languages, and mathe-
matics.”? Introduced by Vermont Congressman Justin Smith
Morrill, the bill provided America’s most important edu-
cational mandate for more than a century.

Through federal-state arrangements, land was set aside for
development of “agricultural and mechanic arts” colleges.
Later acts, notably the Hatch Experiment Station Act of 1887
and the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 for agricultural extension
work, created a unique university-based system that com-
bined education, research, continuing education and exten-
sion activities,

More than 100 years after it began, the successful land
grant program became a model for another partnership be-
tween the federal government and universities. The National
Sea Grant College Act of 1966 was intended to apply univer-



sity expertise to develop the nation’s marine resources as the
Morrill Act provided for development of the land.

Just as the land grant program dealt with production from
the land, Sea Grant is concerned with production from the
ocean, and, like land grant, it encompasses engineering,
environmental quality, transportation, recreation, law, eco-
nomics and other related fields. To accomplish Sea Grant’s
three-fold mission of research, education and advisory ser-
vices, the Act’s proponents envisioned an institutional ar-
rangement leading to “Sea Grant Colleges,” a designation
implying excellence in programs and commitment to the Sea
Grant concept.

The Sea Grant College Program is the child of the 89th
Congress, born in an era of enthusiastic belief that the oceans
are a vital resource requiring the concentrated attention of
government, industry and universities. During the Sixties
the public was acutely aware of science and technology, and
oceanography became an important field of interest. It had
not always been that way.



Rediscovering the Ocean

In 1958, U.S. universities conferred 2,780 doctoral degrees
in the sciences, only 13 of which were marine-related. Of the
100,000 scientists and 500,000 engineers in the work force
then, only 3,000 called themselves oceanographers,? and
annual funding of oceanographic research totaled only $30
million.

This apparent disinterest did not apply to the other sci-
ences, however. In 1958, research and development expen-
ditures were $5 billion, reflecting a 500 percent increase in
just 10 years. Funding of oceanography, however, had in-
creased by only 50 percent during that period.?

Oceanography had not always been a stepchild, but it had
never enjoyed a prominent role in the affairs of science.
Extensive use of submarines during World War II demanded
greater knowledge of the sea, particularly regarding under-
water acoustics, and contracts and grants to industry and
universities were common then.

Immediately after the war, oceanography’s status declined,
but during the following decade concern for oceanography
gradually increased. On behalf of himself and officials from
other federal agencies, in 1956 the Chief of Naval Research
wrote Detlev Bronk, president of the National Academy of
Sciences, suggesting that the Academy define national ocean-
ographic research needs.*> In November 1957 the National
Academy of Sciences Committee on Oceanography (NASCO)
met for the first time.



Chaired by Harrison Brown, professor of geochemistry at
the California Institute of Technology,® NASCO was com-
posed of 10 well-known marine scientists and engineers,
seven of whom were from universities. Among them was
Athelstan Spilhaus, dean of the Institute of Technology at the
University of Minnesota. Edward Wenk, in The Politics of
the Ocean, writes that when NASCO was appointed

. . .the ignition switch was turned on the scientific enterprise
that generated many of the political events that followed, and
until 1966 provided the most significant singie impulse toward
a new era of American exploration of the sea. That date also
marked the beginning of the end to a period of intellectual
isolationism of those who wished to study the sea from those
devoted to utilizing it more effectively to serve mankind’s
needs.”

When NASCO was formed, the world was still astounded
by the launching of Earth’s first artificial satellite, Sputnik I,
in October 1957. That event propelled science from the
seclusion of the laboratory into the midst of international
policy. At about the same time, President Dwight D.
Eisenhower created the post of Special Assistant for Science
and Technology (later renamed the President’s Science Ad-
visor) and appointed an 18-member President’s Science Advi-
sory Committee.® Other federal actions followed quickly,
including the creation of NASA (National Aeronautics and
Space Administration), the National Aeronautics and Space
Council, the Senate Aeronautics and Space Sciences Com-
mittee, and the House Science and Astronautics Committee.
Budgets of the Department of Defense and the Atomic
Energy Commission increased sharply. The National Science
Foundation’s (NSF) budget doubled by 1959 and had tripled
again by 1965.° The National Defense Education Act of 1958
gave new dimensions to federal support for graduate edu-
cation.



NASCO Reports

In February 1959 NASCO published Oceanography 1960-
1970, a 12-volume report recommending that the federal
government assume responsibility for the nation’s ocean pro-
grams and increase annual funding of oceanography from
about $24 million in 1958 to more than $80 million by 1969.10
The report concluded

Action on a scale appreciably less than that recommended will
jeopardize the position of oceanography in the United States
relative to the position of science in other major nations,
thereby accentuating serious military and political dangers,
and placing the nation at a disadvantage in the future use of
the resources of the sea.!!

Afraid that the NASCO report would become another dust-
collector, Chairman Brown took his case directly to Capitol
Hill. He found a receptive Congress, led by Sens. Warren
Magnuson, Henry Jackson, Claiborne Pell and Hubert Hum-
phrey and by Reps. Hastings Keith, Alton Lennon, George
Miller, Paul Rogers and Herbert Bonner.

A flurry of Congressional activity followed the NASCO
report. Between 1959 and 1966 almost 100 bills dealing with
marine sciences and oceanography were introduced. Nine of
them became law.!2

One result of the NASCO report was the creation, in
February 1959, of a Special Subcommittee on Oceanography
within the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Commit-
tee. In 1961 it became a standing subcommittee, 1 chajred by
Rep. Miller, who immediately called a special hearing on
“Oceanography in the United States.” Forty-two witnesses
from federal agencies, universities and industry testified at
the hearing. 14

The subcommittee feared that the new Science and As-
tronautics Committee might try to assume jurisdiction over
“inner space” as well as “outer space” and wanted to act
fast.'® Indeed, Science and Astronautics Chairman Overton



Brooks of Louisiana introduced a piece of oceanographic
legislation, the first of the 86th Congress, in April. It was one
of six such bills introduced in the House that session. Brooks’
bill was defeated, but the Science and Astronautics Commit-
tee continued to play a role in marine affairs throughout the
session, after which it released a 180-page report urging
congressional support for oceanography and calling for annual
federal funding of marine research of $160 million during the
next decade.'®

Meanwhile, the Senate responded to the NASCO report
with Senate Resolution 136, introduced by Sens. Magnuson,
Jackson and Clair Engel in June 1959. The resolution em-
phasized the importance of oceanography, commended the
NASCO report, and proposed the formation of a research
board to coordinate oceanography.!” During the next seven
years more than 30 similar bills were introduced before the
Marine Resources and Engineering Act of 1966 provided for
coordination of oceanographic research.!®

The Federal Council for Science and Technology (FCST)
‘was formed in 1959 to assist the President in governmental
planning and coordination of its research and development
programs, including oceanography. Under FCST, the Intera-
gency Committee on Oceanography (ICO) was formed to
coordinate the oceanographic programs of about 15 federal
agencies having statutory authority for oceanographic re-
search. Ocean policy was fragmented among and within the
Agency for International Development, the Departments of
Defense, Interior, Commerce, State, Transportation, and
Health, Education and Welfare, as well as in the Atomic
Energy Commission, NSF, the Smithsonian Institution, and
NASA. 1920

Executive Initiatives

During the Eisenhower Administration, ICO Chairman
James Wakelin reported little growth in ocean programs,?!
Under President John F.Kennedy, however, oceanography’s



fate in the Executive branch improved. During fiscal years
1960 through 1962, for instance, annual federal funding of
oceanography increased from $55 million to $104.8 million.
Kennedy surrounded himself with advisors whose interests
coincided with those of the marine community. In February
1961, he delivered a special message to Congress calling for
cohesion of the government’s policies regarding natural re-
sources and emphasizing the need for oceanographic research
vessels.22 In a strong statement to the Senate in March 1961,
he recommended increasing 1961 funding for oceanographic
research from about $60 million to more than $97.5 million in
1962. Kennedy concluded:

Knowledge and understanding of the oceans promise to
assume greater and greater importance in the future. This is
not a one-year program — or even a ten-year program. It is
the first step in 2 continuing effort to acquire and apply the
information about 2 part of our world that will ultimately
determine conditions of life in the rest of the world. The
opportunities are there. A vigorous program will capture these
opportunities, 2

Also, Kennedy called education in oceanography “the most
important part of our long-range program in oceanography.”
Congress appropriated his requested amount and added $6
million, for a total of $104.8 million.24

By 1963, the FCST had published the ICO report,
Oceanography, the Ten Years Ahead — a Long Range Na-
tional Oceanographic Plan 1963-72. The report argued that
annual federal funding of oceanography should reach $350
million by 1972.%° In 1964, NASCO re-emerged and issued
“Economic Benefits from Oceanography Research,” recom-
mending annual federal support of $280 million during the
next decade.?® Funding levels never reached that amount,
but they increased from $55 million in 1960 to $141.6 million
in 19686,



Oceanographic research facilities also improved. A new
Coast and Geodetic Survey ship, the Oceanographer, was
commissioned in July 1966. On that occasion, President
Lyndon B. Johnson released Effective Use of the Sea, a report
prepared by his Science Advisory Committee that called for a
federal ocean agency, doubling of federal support of oceanog-
raphy by 1971, and expanded, multidisciplinary marine study
centers.Z” He referred the report to his new National Council
on Marine Resources and Engineering, headed by Vice
President Humphrey.

The Council was expected to accomplish what the ICO
could not do — convince Congress that oceanography was
alive and well and spoke with one authoritative voice. The
Council’s mandate gave it the power that ICO lacked.

The Question of Organization

Kennedy’s establishment of the Office of Science and
Technology (OST) in 1962 had generally improved the coor-
dination of scientific programs, so Rep. John Dingall, chair-
man of the House Oceanography Subcommittee, reasoned
that OST was the proper vehicle for coordinating oceanog-
raphy. He introduced the Oceanography Act of 1962 that
summer, calling for a statutory post of assistant director of
OST for marine science.?® After some debate, both houses
passed the bill, but Kennedy vetoed it because it gave line
responsibility to OST and emphasized oceanography over
other sciences within OST’s purview.>

When the 88th Congress convened in 1963, four bills were
introduced concerning coordination of ocean programs, but
none was acceptable. The climate for oceanography, and for
science in general, was changing, partially as a result of
Kennedy's assassination. Johnson was not as strong a suppor-
ter of oceanography. In addition, the budget climate was
resistant to research growth, and congressional support
waned. Of the $156 million requested for marine affairs for
1964, only $124 million was appropriated. In 1965 Johnson



asked for $138 million, but Congress appropriated $135
million.*

The 89th Congress, however, passed major oceanographic
legislation. More than two dozen bills concerned coordina-
tion of oceanographic programs. Magnuson re-introduced an
earlier bill to establish a cabinet-level National Oceanograph-
ic Council, and it eventually passed as the Marine Resources
and Engineering Act of 1966. On June 17, Johnson signed it
into law.3!

The Council, chaired by the Vice President, included a 15-
member commission of representatives of government, in-
dustry and universities to offer advice and recommendations
on future oceanographic programs. One member was John
Knauss, dean of the University of Rhode Island’s graduate
school of oceanography.32

The question of training raised by Kennedy in 1961 still
had not been adequately addressed. As the 89th Congress
passed the halfway mark, Athelstan Spilhaus, with strong
support from universities and a handful of congressmen,
offered a plan — the Sea Grant concept — that would fulfill
Kennedy’s dream.

Spilhaus has been called a “flywheel of the machine of
American science” and its “incurable optimist.” By his own
definition he is a “pragmatic idealist: an innovator of the
living” and a “committed futurist.” All this suggests that “this
remarkable scientist has an exceptional gift for pulling into his
mind an encyclopedia of assorted facts and synthesizing from
them better approaches by which science may serve humani-
ty.”® The Sea Grant idea was typical of this innovative,
imaginative engineer and scientist from South Africa.3*

Spilhaus’ Idea

The 1963 annual meeting of the American Fisheries Socie-
ty was scheduled for September 12 and 13 in Minneapolis.
Lloyd Smith, a professor at the University of Minnesota, was



program chairman. Although the University was not the
official host, Smith felt that the meeting was an opportunity
for a representative of the University to welcome the dele-
gates, and at the same time, to present the University as a
major factor in Minnesota scientific and academic thought.®

Smith invited Spilhaus, dean of the University’s Institute
of Technology, to give the keynote address, and he readily
accepted, suggesting that

.. .a very appropriate subject for your discussion would be the
relationship between academic or university research pro-
grams and federal-and-state-agency-sponsored programs. The
mechanics of these programs and their administration is not
the important thing, but rather the philosophy back of them. %

In his address, Spilhaus pointed out the dreadful state of
ocean fishing by the United States. The nation ranked low
among the fishing nations of the world, with Peru in the lead,
Japan outfishing us on our West Coast, and the Soviet Union
on the East Coast, at George’s Bank. The general reaction of
U.S. fishermen was to seek controls and agreements to

protect our fisheries. Suggesting another approach, Spilhaus
asked

Why, to promote the relationship between academic, state,
federal, and industrial institutions in fisheries, do we not do
what wise men had done for the better cultivation of the land a
century ago. Why not have “Sea Grant Colleges?™®

Many delegates at the meeting were affiliated with success-
ful land grant colleges, and the phrase “Sea Grant College”
made the parallel to land grant colleges readily apparent. The
concept of a federal program drawing on educational institu-
tions impressed his audience at the American Fisheries Soci-
ety meeting in Minneapolis. One of those most impressed
was Saul Saila, professor of oceanography at the Narragansett
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Athelstan Spilhaus

“Why, to promote the relationship between academic, state,
federal, and industrial institutions in fisheries, do we not do
what wise men had done for the better cultivation of the
land a century ago. Why not have ‘Sea Grant Colleges.” ”

11



Marine Laboratory of the University of Rhode Island. Saila
took Spilhaus’ Sea Grant idea back to Rhode Island where it
was nourished, embellished and presented as a workable

program.
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Rhode Island Nurtures
the Sea Grant Concept

After the meeting Saila wrote Spilhaus “Your keynote
address. . .was inspiring and contained many points which
should, it seems to me, become action programs as soon as
possible.”*® His letter was the first of many that applauded
Spilhaus’ proposal for Sea Grant Colleges.

Reacting to the interest shown at the University of Rhode
Island, Spilhaus wrote Francis Horn, president of the Uni-
versity, to explain the Sea Grant concept and its potential
applications. In the letter he ventured the thought that
Rhode Island could pioneer as a Sea Grant institution. He
sent a copy of that letter to John Knauss, dean of the
University’s graduate school of oceanography.

Knauss wrote Spilhaus enthusiastically affirming support
for the idea and, with Horn’s endorsement, identifying him-
self as the University’s spokesman on the subject. Knauss
volunteered to organize a symposium at Rhode Island to
discuss what a state university could contribute to the eco-
nomic, scientific and technological development of marine
resources.®® Knauss had discussed the Sea Grant concept
with Sen. Pell of Rhode Island and stated that “legislation can
and will be introduced, and I, therefore, think it is time to
reopen the idea of a conference on the sea grant college
concept,”#0

13



Building the Public Constituency

During 1964 and 1965 Spilhaus generated support for the
Sea Grant concept through speeches and letters, including
addresses to the Governors’ Conference on California and the
World Ocean, the American Association of University Wom-
en,! the International Buoy Technology Symposium,** and
the First Symposium on Military Oceanography.*?

These talks attracted new support for the concept, particu-
larly the speech to the Governor’s conference, in which he
discussed marine engineering, the challenge of controlling
the sea, creation of longer coastlines, expansion of recrea-
tional opportunities by heating ocean waters, cities in the
ocean, beach preservation and renewal, biological engineer-
ing to hybridize sea plants to produce sea fruits and vegeta-
bles, and the use of technology for fish harvesting. He also
referred to the means to put these ideas into effect — the Sea
Grant College idea. This speech was widely publicized to a
growing, fascinated audience.

Spilhaus told the American Association of University
Women that “We must colonize the sea. The sea covers land
that is equal to 15 continents.”** His ideas about colonizing
the sea resurfaced in 1966 at Congressional hearings on the
Sea Grant College Act.*

Learning that Sen. Magnuson was interested in his idea,
Spilhaus wrote him expressing his belief that a non-
controversial bill could be written and offering to help write
it. He also wrote Rep. Paul G. Rogers of Florida, pointing out
the natural advantages of the Sea Grant College concept in
his state.4® Magnuson suggested that majority support might
be easier to achieve if legislation for Sea Grant Colleges
included the Great Lakes States.*” When Congress passed
the National Sea Grant College and Program Act of 1966 it
declared the Great Lakes “salty.”*®

Spilhaus also wrote Donald Hornig, science advisor to the
President and director of the Office of Science and Technolo-
gy. Spilhaus knew that no amount of enthusiasm could bring

14



approval of a Sea Grant College Act without the Administra-
tion’s support. In his letter he reported the wide interest in
the idea and sought OST’s approval of the proposal. Edward
Wenk, Hornig’s technical assistant, replied that the Sea
Grant topic would probably be discussed at a meeting in
Seattle of the Office’s ad hoc panel of consultants. * The letter
did not squelch the idea, but it did not heartily endorse it.
Wenk’s interest in the Sea Grant Program increased later
when he became executive director of the National Council
on Marine Resources and Engineering, which would later be
assigned coordination responsibilities for the new Sea Grant
Act.

Broadening his political spectrum, Spilhaus responded to a
letter from Sen. Edward Kennedy, which listed the names of
recent contacts who had become aware of the Sea Grant idea.
A major point emerged in Spilhaus’ comment “The question
is how to finance the Sea Grant Colleges on a continuing
basis.” In the coming months the financing debate and the
question of providing continuing funding received increased
attention.

At the same time Spilhaus was corresponding with Wilburt
“Wib” Chapman, director of the Division of Resources of Van
Camp Sea Food Company. Chapman wrote Spilhaus in De-
cember, enthusiastically supporting the idea:

- . .if you will look at pages 67 and 68 of my “F ishery Aspects
of the National Oceanographic Program,” you will see that I
am touting your sea grant college idea for all I am worth. This
document has gone out to about 1,500 people in the field of
ocean research, nutritional research, and governmental sci-
ence people in the United States, as well as a couple of
hundred copies abroad. For some reason which is mystifying
to me, this hastily written unrevised document has had a
greater readership and enthusiastic response than anything I
have sent out. Long letters have come back from busy people
whom you would swear did not have the time to read through
such junk, and amongst these letters have been several
dealing favorably with the sea grant college idea.

15



In November, Chapman presented another avenue.

I wonder if it is at all possible to get this idea put before the
National Academy of Science’s Committee on Oceanography
in some manner so that NASCO will feel it is a legitimate
activity of theirs to appoint a panel to have a closer look at how
this idea might practicably be implemented. . . Perhaps it is
possible for Johnny Knauss to think of some means of stimulat-
ing NASCO along this line, or of some other means by which
something concrete along this line can be set afoot.

Chapman’s suggestion was well taken, and in the coming
months NASCO became a valuable supporter of the Sea
Grant idea.

In March 1965 the peripatetic Spilhaus testified before the
Senate Commerce Committee, chaired by Magnuson, in
support of S. 944, Magnuson’s bill that would provide a
federal coordinating mechanism for oceanography. Spilhaus
also took the opportunity to speak in favor of the establish-
ment of Sea Grant Colleges in order for the nation to achieve
preeminence in oceanography. Milner Schaefer, dean of
the Institute of Marine Resources of the University of Califor-
nia at San Diego and chairman of NASCO, also testified at the
hearing and heard Spilhaus’ comments.>

Acutely aware of the growing constituency for the Sea
Grant idea, Sen. Pell voiced his support in a speech to the
Senate in May, urging his colleagues to recognize “the poten-
tial benefits now lying dormant at our doorstep.”

Pell reported to the Senate on the mid-June meeting in
Washington on “Ocean Science and Ocean Engineering,” co-
sponsored by the Marine Technology Society and the Ameri-
can Society of Limnology and Oceanography. Chairing the
conference was James Wakelin, president of the Scientific
Engineering Institute and chairman of ICO. Wakelin’s sup-
port for the embryonic Sea Grant idea was vital to its devel-
opment.

16



Sen. Warren Magnuson

From the late fifties, Magnuson supported legislation
dealing with the sea and coordination of federal
oceanographic programs. His bill, S. 944, became the
Marine Resources and Engineering Development Act of
1966, which the Sea Grant Act amended later that year.
Photo courtesy of Library of Congress.
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Pell, who had participated in a panel discussion chaired by
Spilhaus at the meeting, told the Senate, “The meeting was
significant because it provided a meeting ground for scien-
tists, engineers, and managers from the academic world,
from private industry and from Government.” Pell and
Spilhaus took advantage of this forum and introduced the Sea
Grant College idea into the panel discussion. Pell told the
Senate that he intended to introduce legislation for Sea Grant
Colleges soon.?2

On the panel was William Hargis, director and dean of the
Virginia Institute of Marine Science. Hargis registered quali-
fied “objections” to the Sea Grant idea, stressing that “we
should be careful not to overcoordinate our efforts and thus
reduce efficiency and productivity.”*® After the meeting he
wrote Pell to clarify his views, emphasizing that he was not
against useful, wise coordination, making science and aca-
demic activities useful to society, nor federal participation in
marine science. He added, “However, I am strongly con-
vinced that new institutions are not necessary.”

Others shared Hargis’ legitimate apprehension concerning
the establishment of new institutions, and other issues re-
lated to the Sea Grant idea needed resolution.

The Washington meeting was successful and stimulating,
but the issues were complex and raised a host of intriguing
questions. Another forum was needed to explore the meaning
and significance of the Sea Grant idea.

The Sea Grant College Conference

Pell's Sea Grant-related activities in Washington spurred
John Knauss to accelerate his plans for a Sea Grant College
conference. In June 1965 he wrote Spilhaus scheduling the
conference on October 28 and the morning of October 29. He
also scheduled a NASCO meeting at the University for the
afternoon of October 29 through October 30.°* Knauss
reasoned that the conference would more widely publicize
the idea of Sea Grant Colleges, better define the term “Sea

18



Grant College” and its impact on such an institution, and
clarify the process of establishing and financing a Sea Grant
College.?

In July Pell introduced S. 2439 to create Sea Grant Col-
leges by amending the National Science Foundation Act of
1950. The bill would establish Sea Grant Colleges and sup-
port education, training and research in the marine sciences.
The bill defined Sea Grant Colleges as “any suitable public or
private institutions of higher learning supported pursuant to
the purposes of this Act” and earmarked 10 percent of federal
revenue from leases of outer continental shelf lands for grants
and contracts to fund Sea Grant Colleges.* Pell began laying
the groundwork to push the bill through Congress before the
end of the 89th Session.

All was not roses for the Sea Grant idea. Periodically, a
new pocket of cautious opposition surfaced. In a letter to
Knauss written in August, Donald McKernan, director of the
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the Department of the
Interior, wrote, “Although we are in sympathy with the views
expressed by Dr. Spilhaus, we share your uncertainty that his
solution is the most practical solution.”” Regardless, Pell’s
legislative action was a breakthrough in establishing specifics
of the definition, financing and creation of Sea Grant Col-
leges. With the Sea Grant conference set for October, in-
vitees had plenty of time to analyze Pell’s bill and to consider
alternatives.

The conference, entitled “The Concept of a Sea-Grant
University,” was co-sponsored by the University of Rhode
Island and the Southern New England Marine Sciences
Association. Knauss and his co-workers scheduled 14 promi-
nent scientists and educators as speakers and panel members
for the first national forum specifically designed to discuss the
Sea Grant concept.

When the conference convened in Newport, Spilhaus’
keynote speech added to the growing body of knowledge
about what Sea Grant Colleges could be.

19



Francis Horn

In October 1965, proponents of the Sea Grant concept met for
the first time at the University of Rhode Island. University
President Francis Horn addressed the 240 participants in the Sea
Grant College Conference.

Photo courtesy of University of Rhode Island Archives.



The sea-grant colleges not only would concentrate on applica-
tions of science to the sea, such as prospecting underwater,
mining, developing the food resources, marine pharmacology
and medicine, shipping and navigation, weather and climate,
but they would relate these to the natural sciences which
underlie them; to the social sciences, econorics, sociology,
psychology, politics and law, as they are affected by and, in
turn, affect the occupation of the sea. They would also be
associated with the liberal arts — literature, art, and history —
which describe man’s relation to the sea and enhance his
enjoyment of it,58

When Pell described S. 2439 at the conference, he added
his own observations of what a Sea Grant College would be,
pointing out that although proximity to the sea would be
advantageous, he would “envision a national effort evolving
with courses in oceanography offered at universities in our
inland states,”®

Wib Chapman gave a comprehensive, eloquent address to
the needs of fisheries development and their relationship to
Sea Grant Colleges. He spoke of a special breed of “sea
people” and observed

Forty years of kicking around this business has left me thor-
oughly convinced of the following thesis: The ocean weeds out
from all of the races of mankind that come upon it to make a
living a certain type of person. This type of person stays with
the ocean, and the rest are cast back ashore to deal with the
land-people. %

His hope was that through Sea Grant the United States might
produce more “sea people.”

Harve Carlson, director of NSF’s Division of Biological and
Medical Sciences, strongly endorsed the Sea Grant College
concept, speaking in favor of federal-state cost-sharing and
suggesting that Sea Grant might be the means to formulate a
national policy on oceanographic development and ocean
engineering. %
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NASCO Chairman Milner B. Schaefer told the group

We need to have scholars working closely together in the hard
sciences such as physics, chemistry, biology, and mathemat-
ics; in the soft sciences, such as sociology and economics; in
engineering, in law; and others. There is an obvious need for
the college of the sea to bring together men of all these
disciplines to carry out their scholarly pursuits, research, and
education in relation to the ocean. The question is, how can
this be accomplished?. .. Whatever way the problem is ap-
proached, we must not lose sight of the importance of edu-
cation, research, and scholarship as an indivisible whole. The
college of the sea needs, therefore, like a college of medicine,
to operate primarily at the graduate level.®?

From the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Harold Knob-
lauch thoroughly reviewed the history and philosophy of the
land grant movement to help the Sea Grant movement avoid
mistakes of universities and government in implementing
various acts pertaining to land grant.®

The Debate Begins

Two discussion panels followed the formal presentations
and explored the complications and opportunities inherent in
becoming a Sea Grant College and the problems of imple-
menting Pell’s proposed Act. One panel member was Robert
Abel, executive secretary of the ICO. Abel's ideas were
important because ICO would be a critical stumbling block
and because he would eventually be the first director of the
National Sea Grant Program.

The 240 conference participants presented varied view-
points, many of which centered on how universities might be
supported if legislation were passed. As Abel observed, “One
thing that struck me. . .was the concerted drive to carve up
Senator Pell’s poor little chicken before it had even emerged
from the shell.”*



Francis Horn, president of the University of Rhode Island,
suggested

. . .simply as a practical proposal in this connection, that if this
concept goes through, whatever agency, NSF or an Inter-
oceanographic Committee, or anyone else who's running the
program in Washington, should assign on a continuing non-
restrictive basis 50 percent of whatever money is available to
those institutions that are designated sea grant institutions
. . .and take half of it for projects available to all universities. %

Paul Fye, president of Woods Hole, returned to Chap-
man’s idea about “sea people.”

I don’t think that we have done this adequately or very
successfully in the past; I think we can do a great deal better,
and perhaps that's the answer as to why we really and truly
need to implement the sea-grant college idea.%

Howard H. Eckles, chief of the Branch of Marine Fisheries
in the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, raised questions
about NSF’s administering the Sea Grant Program.

I do not sense from Dr. Carlson’s paper that the National
Science Foundation is very enthusiastic about this idea. He
stated the National Science Foundation is neutral ground. I
state we can’t make progress with neutral ground.’

In spite of disagreements about implementation of the
program, Hargis summarized well the sense of the confer-
ence,

Several of us, and I'm just as guilty as others, have interjected
our own selfish ambitions, and ambitions for our own pro-
grams, into the discussion; but I wish to say that in the sea-
grant concept we have a good vehicle to attract public, legisla-
tive, and executive support. The cause is good. Practical
results with economic, military, and social payoff will certainly
result, probably much faster than we expect, and so I would



suggest that we all get together and push the notion, try to
promote the program. It will be worthwhile for the nation and
marine science. %

Pell asked the participants to give “thoughtful expression of
opinion by word of mouth or by letter to your own senators
and representatives; it would have more effect than any other
single thing in translating all our words here.”%

The National Committee for Sea-Grant Colleges

Conference participants enthusiastically endorsed the Sea
Grant concept and favored Pell’s bill, but they felt that some
points needed clarification. Most importantly, they acted on
Hargis’ and Pell’s suggestion to set up the National Commit-
tee on Sea-Grant Colleges to promote legislation to establish
Sea Grant Colleges and to ensure that universities would
help shape the Sea Grant legislation.

Formation of the Committee was an important outcome of
the Rhode Island meeting. Knauss, designated head of the
Committee, viewed the meeting as a springboard for legisla-
tion. The Committee included Spilhaus, Chapman and Har-
gis. When Senate Sea Grant hearings were held later, Hargis
wrote a letter for the record, in which he stated

Early in the debate concerning this program, I was in opposi-
tion. This opposition, based on the strong conviction that
additional marine research and training institutions are not
justified or even needed in the United States was eliminated
when it became apparent that neither Dr. Spilhaus nor you
intended for the program to be used as a vehicle for establish-
ing new marine laboratories. ™

All Committee members represented universities and in-
cluded Donald Bevan, associate dean of the University of
Washington’s College of Fisheries; Wayne Burt, chairman of
the Department of Oceanography at Oregon State Universi-
ty; David Chandler, director of the Great Lakes Research



Division of the University of Michigan; Galen Jones, head of
the new estuarine laboratory of the University of New Hamp-
shire; and G. Walton Smith, director of the University of
Texas Institute of Marine Science.™

The Sea Grant Committee launched a campaign to arouse
public and professional interest in Sea Grant legislation.
Knauss and the others were aware of the impact of such
moves, because they remembered Harrison Brown's efforts
to promote oceanography in Congress in the early Sixties.
They had also seen Spilhaus doggedly pursue his idea with
Pell, Rogers, Kennedy and others.

In December Knauss contacted the Committee members,
suggesting that they inform their congressional delegations of
the need for and purposes of Sea Grant colleges. He asked
each member to be his own state’s coordinator and to face the
problem of defining the term “Sea Grant College.” In Feb-
ruary 1966 Knauss circulated his draft statement “What is a
Sea Grant College?” to the Committee and asked them to
meet in New York later that month to amend the draft. The
revision included a broad definition of the term, covering a
college’s responsibility to education, research and public
service and examining the importance of developing marine
resources. The statement recommended funding in the form
of continuing institutional grants. Special project grants
would be awarded on a competitive basis, possibly with
matching local funds.™ The Committee was ready to present
its views to Congress.



Congress Acts

Engineering a bill through the complicated machinery of
Congress, while avoiding a Presidential veto and dealing with
the Office of Management and Budget, is a formidable task.
As Fitzhugh Green, Pell’s special assistant, described the
process,

There are certain guidelines to winning passage of any Federal
legislation, and Senator Claiborne Pell (Rhode Island) who
fathered the Sea Grant Bill, knows them well. The first is to
build a constituency, both inside and outside of the Congress,
which will support the bill; and the second is to keep on top of
the bill endlessly until the President signs it into law.™

The shepherding of S. 2439 through Congress was an exam-
ple of Pell’s ability.

Building the Congressional Constituency

The Rhode Island conference and the work of the National
Sea Grant College Committee rapidly built an external con-
stituency for the Sea Grant idea. Support and suggestions
poured in to Knauss, Spilhaus and Pell. Spilhaus and Knauss
had already brought NASCO into the fold, and NASCO
endorsed Sea Grant Colleges in its 1966 report on the
nation’s needs in oceanography.™ Pell’s job was clear. He had
to spend his energies working inside Congress, telephoning,
writing and cajoling his colleagues so that the bill would be
sped through before the session ended. Timing was impor-
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tant because renewing interest after a long break would be
difficult, and the Senator was up for re-election in 1966.

Running interference for S. 2439 in Congress involved
jurisdictional problems, disagreements about organization
and hassles with the Bureau of the Budget. The jurisdictional
problem was more acute in the House than in the Senate.
The first version of the bill was presented as an amendment
to the National Science Foundation Act of 1950, which meant
it would be referred to the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Sen. Magnuson, chairman of the Commerce Committee,
the group generally recognized as responsible for marine
programs, agreed to joint jurisdiction with Pell's committee
because Pell was not a member of the Commerce Commit-
tee.™ Pell still had jurisdictional problems, however, because
he was not a member of Labor and Public Welfare’s Edu-
cation Subcommittee, to which his bill would be referred.”®
Chairman of the Labor Committee, Sen. Lister Hill of Alaba-
ma, solved the problem by naming a Special Subcommittee
on Sea Grant Colleges, chaired by Pell.”” Other members
included Sens. Wayne Morse of Oregon, Edward Kennedy,
Gaylord Nelson of Wisconsin, Jacob Javits of New York, and
George Murphy of California. "

In the House the problem was not solved as easily. A
companion bill dealing with NSF would be referred to the
Science and Astronautics Committee, a body that had been
trying to control oceanographic matters since the late fifties.
Four such bills were introduced in January 1966, following
the Rhode Island conference.

Knauss’ Sea Grant Committee and Pell’s contacts had
indeed stimulated congressional interest, and by mid-May,
10 bills had been introduced amending the NSF Act and
creating Sea Grant Colleges. All the bills were referred to the
Science and Astronautics Committee, where they “lay clus-
tered on the Committee’s table, unscheduled and unmoving,
with a future about as dynamic as a barnacle’s.”®
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Senate Hearings

The Sea Grant idea had taken firm hold in the Senate, and
Pell scheduled hearings on his bill for May 2-5, 1966. On the
first day the subcommittee met at the University of Rhode
Island, probably “the first time a senatorial hearing has been
held at a university.”®* Seven witnesses, all of whom backed
the bill, appeared before the subcommittee. Pell’s questions
to the witnesses concerned the administrative location of the
Sea Grant Program, as well as funding. He asked for opinions
on locating the Program in the Smithsonian Institution rather
than in NSF. Francis Horn replied

One of the difficulties in giving or placing the funds exclusive-
ly in the hands of the National Science Foundation revolves
around the point that they give their financial support to the
individual. There is a growing feeling that this has not always
been in the best interest of science or the universities. I think
it would be wise to find another agency.5

About the question of funding levels, Horn pointed out
that the $17 million authorization was “peanuts compared to
the budget for NASA which is $6 billion” and recommended
that funding not come exclusively from ten percent of
offshore bonuses, rentals, leases and royalties, as specified in
S. 2439, because it would limit the Program’s growth.%

Testifying on behalf of the National Sea Grant College
Committee, Knauss stressed the need to provide funds on an
institutional basis rather than through individual projects,
using the agricultural base support as a point of reference.
The Committee did not object to Pell’s suggested source of
funding.5* Knauss also expressed the belief that “we are going
to have sea grant colleges one way or another” and indicated
that they were already emerging on university campuses. He
hedged the question of an administrative base for the pro-
gram but questioned whether NSF, in light of its tradition of
basic research, could assume an applied program such as Sea
Grant.® This point was raised repeatedly during the hearings
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and in conference committee sessions in the House. During
the May 2 hearing in Rhode Island, no one expressed en-
thusiasm for placing Sea Grant in NSF.

On the following day the subcommittee reconvened in the
new Senate Office Building in Washington for three days of
testimony. During these sessions 25 witnesses, representing
government, industry, Congress and universities, appeared
before the group. Immediately, the bureaucratic placement
of Sea Grant became an issue.

Thomas F. Bates, the Department of the Interior’s science
advisor, was the first witness. He closed his remarks by
stating that

- - -we support the purposes of the sea grant college bill. We
recognize the desirability of more extensive participation in
marine resources development by colleges and universities.
We believe that the National Science Foundation should
increase its support of basic research and scientific education
in areas of oceanographic activity; and that major responsibili-
ty for programs aimed at exploiting marine resources should
continue to be vested in the Department of Interior.3®

Bates argued that Interior was more oriented toward ap-
plied science and engineering than NSF and pointed to the
new Interior program of Water Resources Research, which
carried out programs through land grant institutions in all the
states.7

Throughout the hearings, Pell returned to the idea of
placing Sea Grant in the Smithsonian because its “certain
tradition of nurturing and spinning off government groups,
organizations actually, might be suitable to handle it on a
temporary basis and then see where it would go on a more
permanent basis, 8%

Pell later remarked to Rep. Rogers, who had appeared to
support the bill,



From the testimony of the Department of Interior witness, I
can see a certain avariciousness on the part of Government
agencies in handling a program that looks to have the potential
for growth that this has. I think we must make a very sound
decision in the beginning.®®

Randal Robertson, associate director for research at NSF,
testified that “the Foundation considers that it should not be
assigned responsibility for activities involving the develop-
ment of practical systems for exploitation of the marine
environment.”®® He felt that role should be played by the
private sector. He admitted under questioning that the Sea
Grant bill would extend NSF’s responsibility to include
applied research in addition to its traditional basic research
mandate.®! Frustrated by Robertson’s responses, Pell re-
marked, “I am not sure that your purposes are terribly
important to the national interests but are a little bit too high
or esoteric, somewhat like asking a portrait painter to be a
wall painter.”%?

Robertson also raised the issue of matching funds for Sea
Grant. He rejected the offshore royalty idea, arguing that

.. .the National Science Foundation should work closely with
the State governments in this development, and that a “sea
grant institution” should be the fruit of an agreement between
the Federal government and the State, in which the State
agrees to commit some of its resources to the program.m

The ICO favored the NSF administration of Sea Grant.%*
Pell questioned Capt. Edward Snyder, who represented ICO
Chairman Morse, about the Bureau of the Budget’s feelings
about the bill. Snyder had also brought up the matter of
matching funds, and Pell was anxious to know if the Bureau
was in agreement. He asked Snyder if changing the bill to
reflect the points raised in the ICO statement would satisfy
the Bureau. Snyder said that it would.®® As the Executive
branch’s spearhead for marine matters, the ICO testimony
supporting the bill was critical to its passage.
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Along with the debate over agency administration and
funding, frequent references to Magnusons S. 944 were
made. Agencies and congressmen expected the matter of
organization and coordination to be taken care of once S. 944
was signed. Any agreement on Sea Grant’s administration
was discussed as “temporary.”%

During Spilhaus’ testimony, Pell introduced the matter of
an outside advisory body on Sea Grant that would also report
to the President and Congress. Spilhaus replied, . . .any
device. . . that keeps people stimulated, excited, and informed
about our program of colonizing the sea, I am for.”%7

On the question of matching funds, Spilhaus had mixed
reactions. He could see the advantage of state funding, but he
also warned the Subcommittee that matching funds might be
difficult for institutions in “poorer circumstances.”?

The total amount of funding needed for a National Sea
Grant College Program was another major issue. One idea
was to have small base grants on a formula basis supplement-
ed by grants to a few universities that were leaders in marine
affairs.®® Another suggestion was an equal amount for each
state. 100

In addition to testimony from witnesses, the record of Sea
Grant hearings contained statements from 41 people and
letters from 28 others.

After the hearings, problems remained. Science magazine
reported that perhaps the most difficult problem was “devel-
opment of criteria for distributing the not-too-plentiful funds
(for the first three years, there would be $10, $15 and $20
million authorizations) in such a way as to have significant
impact.”101

For this and other reasons, the bill was expected only to
clear the Senate and Labor and Public Welfare Committee
before the end of the 89th Congress. There was little hope for
House action. ' The only bright spot was Pell’s own reputa-
tion, of which Science reported, “Though not one of the
Senate’s luminaries, Pell has shown a doggedness that on
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Sen. Claiborne Pell

“There are certain guidelines to winning passage of any
Federal legislation, and Senator Claiborne Pell (Rhode
Island) who fathered the Sea Grant Bill, knows them well,”
said Pell’s special assistant Fitzhugh Green.

Photo courtesy of Library of Congress.



several occasions has paid off.”'% Pell’s immediate problem
was to move the bill through the House without having it
snagged by the Science and Astronautics Committee.

Congressional Strategy

A day or two after the Senate hearings Pell called Spilhaus
and asked him for ideas about who should carry the bill in the
House. Remembering his exchange with Rogers in 1964,
Spilhaus suggested Paul Rogers of Florida. Rogers’ response
was H.R. 15192, introduced on May 19 as an amendment to
the Merchant Marine Act of 1936 instead of to the NSF Act.
This assured referral to the House Merchant Marine and
Fisheries Committee instead of Science and Astronautics. 1%4

Pell and Rogers agreed on a joint strategy that included a
speedy one-day hearing on H.R. 15192 on June 13 after Reps.
Edward Garmatz, chairman of the House Merchant Marine
Committee, and Alton Lennon, chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Oceanography, had introduced identical bills. 1%

On July 26, Rogers submitted a new Sea Grant Bill, H.R.
16559, amending the new Marine Resources and Engineer-
ing Development Act of 1966, Magnuson’s S. 944. The new
law presented a welcome solution to the jurisdictional prob-
lem with the Science and Astronautics Committee. It was
reported favorably by the House Merchant Marine Commit-
tee the following day.!% After a minor delay by the Rules
Committee, which controls traffic in the House, H.R. 16559
unanimously passed the House on September 13.

Pell and Rogers had carefully planned that S. 2439 be
passed first by the House. Had it passed the Senate first, it —
like the other Sea Grant House bills amending the NSF Act
— would have been referred to the House Science and
Astronautics Committee. Too many Sea Grant bills had al-
ready been becalmed there for Pell to risk another such
referral.



As soon as H.R. 16559 reached the Senate, Pell asked for
unanimous consent that the language of S. 2439 be sub-
stituted for the language of H.R. 16559. There were no
objections. On September 14 the Rogers bill was returned to
the House in the Pell bill form.'%

While the House strategy was working itself out, Pell
followed up on his discussions with ICO representatives. He
needed the Administration to agree not to contest the bill.
His special assistant, Fitzhugh Green, reported that “senti-
ment was running against oceanography. The Magnuson Bill
“...was receiving neither endorsement nor permissiveness
from the White House.”'%® Pell found one senior White
House assistant who liked the idea, and after meeting with
staff members of the Bureau of the Budget and making
language and substantive changes, the Bureau issued a letter
that they had no objections. 1%

By this time S. 2439 had acquired five co-sponsors. On
June 16, Sens. Javits, Kennedy, Morse, Murphy and Nelson,
all members of Pell's Special Subcommittee on Sea Grant,
had joined Pell. The bill was going to the entire Labor and
Public Welfare Committee. It was doubtful that a bill could
get through the complicated Senate mechanism in one ses-
sion, but Pell’s persistence never ceased, and the bill was
placed on the Committee’s June 24 agenda. An earlier at-
tempt had been aborted by a call for a Senate floor count, but
this time it was unanimously approved. The next step was the
Rogers maneuver in the House. !

Differences of Opinion

Rogers requested a joint conference about the Rogers bill
that the Senate had sent to the House in Pell form. There
were about two dozen differences between the bills.

The House bill proposed a new Title II to the new Marine
Resources and Engineering Act of 1966 (Pub. L. 89-454) to
provide for the establishment of a program of Sea Grant
Colleges and education, training and research in marine

34



Rep. Paul Rogers

When asked who should carry the Sea Grant bill in the
House, Spilhaus replied “Paul Rogers of Florida.” The
Pell/Rogers team produced straightforward legislation,
signed by President Johnson only 14 months after its
introduction in the Senate.

Photo by Fabian Bachrach, courtesy of Library of Congress.



science, engineering and related disciplines, to be adminis-
tered by NSF. Authorization was limited to two years, not to
exceed $5 million in 1967 nor $10 million in 1968. “Suitable
public or private institutions of higher education, institutes,
and laboratories” engaged in or concerned with marine re-
source development activities would receive grants or con-
tracts to carry out the purposes of the Act. The Act directed
NSF to work with all Federal departments and agencies
interested in or affected by the bill. It also required the new
National Council on Marine Resources and Engineering to
advise NSF and to provide policy guidance with respect to
activities carried out under H.R. 16559.'"

The Senate bill would establish similar programs by
amending the NSF Act of 1950, but it was authorized for
three years, not to exceed $10 million in 1967, $15 million in
1968 nor $20 million in 1969. Under S. 2439, recipients of
Sea Grants could be “public or private agencies, public or
private institutions of higher education, museums, founda-
tions, industries, laboratories, corporations, organizations or
groups of individuals” engaged in or concerned with marine
resources development. It also required federal coordination
but added to those cited in H.R. 16559 the U.S. Office of
Education. It created a citizens” National Advisory Council of
Sea Grant Colleges and Programs to be appointed by the
President. 12

The House named Reps. Rogers, Lennon, Gilbert, Mosher
and Pelly to meet with Senate conferees Pell, Morse, Ken-
nedy, Javits, Murphy and Fong.''® On September 27, 1966,
the conference committee met in a long executive session and
reached agreement. Just as the group was leaving, Green
reported that an administrative official had telephoned Pell in
the conference room to report a suggestion from the U.S.
Mission to the United Nations: “Invite foreign oceanology
institutes to participate in the Sea Grant Program.”'!* The
idea was deferred.



The Amended Bill

The conference report was filed on September 29, adopted
by the Senate on September 30 and by the House on October
4. The bill amended Pub. L. 89-454, the Marine Resources
and Engineering Act.

Pell had lost the battle for three-year authorization. The
new version authorized $5 million in 1967 and $15 million in
1968, but it contained the promise of “such sums as the
Congress may specifically authorize by law” for subsequent
years, thereby not specifically limiting the program to a two-
or three-year period. 1%

A separate citizens’ Advisory Committee was eliminated,
and instead the National Council on Marine Resources and
Engineering Development, created under Title I of Pub. L.
89-454, was to submit an annual report on its activities and
recommendations on policy guidance.

Under the revised Act, grants and contracts would go to
“suitable public or private institutions of higher education,
institutes, laboratories, and public or private agencies,” giv-
ing NSF the necessary administrative flexibility it might need
in the future.'® It was agreed, however, that initial programs
would emphasize institutions of higher education.

The question of sources of funds had already been con-
sidered in the Senate Subcommittee mark-up so that the
Senate and House bills both stipulated a matching-funds
arrangement. The idea to use royalties from offshore leases
and rentals had been dropped. The federal matching portion
would be two-thirds, with the remaining one-third to come
from non-federal sources. Both bills limited total support to
any one state to 15 percent of the total amount appropriated
in a given year.'1”

On October 5 the revised H.R. 16559 was presented to
President Johnson, who signed it on October 15. The Nation-
al Sea Grant College and Program Act became Pub. L. 89-
688. It had moved through both Houses in a remarkably short
time. Only 14 months had elapsed from the time Pell in-
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troduced S. 2439 on August 19, 1965, until Johnson signed
Rogers” H.R. 16559.

What had finally emerged was a flexible, workable docu-
ment whose simple language is almost a textbook example of
legislation. Testimony to its effectiveness was the position
held in 1976 by the Sea Grant Association.''® That year, when
the Act was due for reauthorization, an attempt was made in
Congress to drastically alter the legislation, and the Sea
Grant Association launched a widespread campaign to retain
the Pell/Rogers language.



Sea Grant: The First 10 Years

After a decade, Sea Grant, conceived by Spilhaus in 1963
and formalized by the Pell/Rogers Act in 1966, had become
an important university program. The experiences of that
decade are proof that some of the concerns expressed during
thousands of hours both in and out of Congress were not ill-
founded.

Pell’s hopes to train technicians and to improve the skills of
fishermen had become a reality on every U.S. coast. His wish
to promote public awareness of marine resources had become
a basic component of all Sea Grant Programs. His plan for
“centers of excellence” had been implemented by the desig-
nation of 11 Sea Grant Colleges: the Universities of Washing-
ton, Rhode Island, Wisconsin, Hawaii, North Carolina and
Delaware; Texas A&M University, Oregon State University,
the State University of New York with Cornell, the Universi-
ty of California System and the Florida State University
System. Although the final legislation eliminated Pells citi-
zen’s advisory committee, the purpose of such a group was
served by the National Sea Grant Panel, an outside group of
experts in marine resources that provided policy guidance to
the director of the National Sea Grant Program. Aquaculture,
called for by legislative mandate, had taken giant steps
forward under Sea Grant support and sponsorship.

All the dreams had not come true, however. Spilhaus’ hope
for ocean engineering still waited to be answered, and the
expected new technology was minimal. These disappoint-
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ments stemmed in part from insufficient federal funding,
which worried the Pell/Rogers team from the beginning. In
1975, $21.1 million was appropriated for Sea Grant, only $1
million more than Pell had recommended for 1969. Although
the Bureau of the Budget agreed not to oppose the Act in
1966, it had not guaranteed its support.

Ten years after it was born, the Sea Grant Program still had
administrative problems. These, of course, had not gone
unforeseen by the Act’s authors. The question of where to
locate the Program had been raised repeatedly, and Pell felt a
need to “make a sound decision in the beginning” concerning
the Program’s management.'®

Sea Grant’s home in NSF was temporary. In 1970, the
Program became part of NOAA (the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration), created in a reorganization
effort led by President Richard M. Nixon. NOAA was expect-
ed to create a lead agency that would cement the fragmented
federal ocean programs. Marine-related research and edu-
cation still existed in 1976 in the same agencies in which they
existed more than a decade earlier. Sea Grant was the only
unit of NOAA whose major mission related to universities,
and this difference in thrusts created problems within
NOAA. The hope for a central agency with authority and
strength was the basis for the Marine Resources and Engi-
neering Development Act of 1966, but it was still unfulfilled.
For Sea Grant, the lack of such an agency created uneasiness.

The distribution of Sea Grant funds, a topic swept under
the rug after the Rhode Island conference and the Senate
hearings, was still a major factor in the Program’s develop-
ment. Like the engineering and technology problem, dis-
tribution of funds would have been more easily tackled if
more funds had been available. In retrospect, a percentage of
revenues from offshore leases, royalties and rents would have
provided the continuity of funding that Sea Grant lacked.

Other expected roles for Sea Grant had been assumed by
other federal agencies. Some, such as the establishment of
Coastal Zone Laboratories through the National Sea Grant
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Program,'®® were assigned to other units of NOAA. This
whittling away of the original scope of the Program and
assignment of those functions to other agencies may have
been the most disappointing aspect of Sea Grant's early
development.

On the other hand, mission agencies that had traditionally
assigned part of their appropriations to university contracts or
grants now expected Sea Grant to provide university funding.
Pell’s “poor little chicken” was being sliced into even smaller
pieces.

Francis Horn'’s fear had not been allayed, even though the
Sea Grant legislation gave NSF a broader mandate to work
with applied science rather than confining itself to basic
research. He worried that the NSF tradition of providing
grants on an individual basis would defeat the purpose of the
concept — to provide broad-based support for creation of
“centers of excellence.” Even after Sea Grant had been
moved from NSF to NOAA, certain practices, established
under NSF, remained. Although the Program provided “in-
stitutional” support, it actually funded projects individually.

The matching funds arrangements set out in the Act had
produced certain state commitments, as was the Act’s intent,
but nationally, matching funds exceeded the required one-
third by about 10 percent.’?! Each year the partnership
between the states and the federal government became more
skewed in favor of the states, and states and universities grew
concerned that the federal government was not living up to
its two-thirds of the bargain.

The matching funds arrangement had not worked out as
well for private institutions as it had for state universities. In
1966, C.P. Idyll of the University of Miami, a private institu-
tion, warned the Senate about this when he testified “If it
were required that a certain proportion of matching dollars
be put into the program, we would not be able to be a Sea
Grant College.”* A decade later, Miami, which had re-
ceived one of the first institutional Sea Grants, relinquished
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its head start in the Program to the Florida State University
System, Florida’s state-supported land grant institution, par-
tially because of the matching funds problem.

The international Sea Grant Program, an option raised by
Abel at the Rhode Island conference’® and suggested at the
last minute to the Senate/House conference committee, had
become part of the national Program. In 1974, when Sea
Grant was due for reauthorization, Sen. Pell amended the act
by adding a $100,000 authorization to examine the interna-
tional aspects of the National Sea Grant Program.

Although it failed to meet all the expectations expressed
when the Sea Grant concept was being formalized, by 1976
the Program had attained widespread success through the
creation of a network of colleges and universities in most
coastal states. In research, Sea Grant had provided a model
for translating the basic research knowledge found in univer-
sities into useful information and tools for “sea people.” In
education, it had supported courses and curricula to develop
awareness of the marine environment, trained technicians
and others needed by marine-related industries, and created
new undergraduate and graduate courses and degree pro-
grams. In advisory services, it had sent field agents and
specialists to work with and educate users of marine re-
sources.

Athelstan Spilhaus had set into motion an idea of striking
proportions. Sea Grant had become a powerful influence in
the marriage between the federal government and the pri-
vate sector, colleges and universities, and state agencies to
promote education research and advisory services in develop-
ing marine resources in the United States.
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October 15, 19686
iH. R. 16550]

——

Nataonul Sea
Granl College
umd Progrum Act
of 1960,

Ante, p. 203,

National Sea Grant College
and Program Act of 1966

Public l.aw 89-688
AN ACT

To amend the Marine Resources and Engineering Develojanent Aet of 1966
1o awthorize the extalilislhiment aeued operition of sen zeant colleges amd pro-
srmes by initinting and sopporting programs of educition sl research in
the viarionx ficlds relating to the developent of marine resourees, and for
ulher purpRses,

Be it enacted by the Senate wnd House of Representutives of the
wited States of Amevica in Cougress assembled. That the Marine

Resources and Engineering Developiment Aet of 1966 is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new title:

STITLE 1I—SEA GRAXT COLLEGES AXD PROGRAMS
HRIORT TITLE

==ke, 200 This title may be cited as the *National Sea Grant College
and Program et of 19667,

CDECLARATION OF PURDOSE

- 202, The Congress herelsy fnds and declarves—

*{a) that marine resourees, including animal and vegetable life
s mineral wealth, constitute a far-reaching and largely -
tapped asset of mmense potential simificance 1o the United
States; and

*tb) that it is in the national interest of the 'nited States to
develop the skitled manpower, inclwling scientists, engineers, and
technicians, wnd the facilities and equipment necessary for the
exploitation of these resonrees;

(e that aguainlture, as with agriculture on hnd, and the
gainful use uf‘ marine resources can substantinlly benefit ihe
Tnited States, and wltimately the people of the world, by provied-
ing greater economic opportunities, ineluding expanded employ-
ment and conimerce; the enjoyment wd wse of owr marine re-
sources; new sources of food ; und new means for the development
of marine resources: and

=) that Federal support toward the establishment, develop-
ment, and operation of progrums by sea grant colleges and Federal
support of other sea grant programs designed to achieve the
gaimful use of mavine resonrces, offer the best means of promoting
programs toward the goals set forth in clises (1), (), nnd (¢},
and should be undertaken by the Federal (Fovernment : and




“{e) that in view of the importance of achieving the earliest
possible institution of significant national activities related to the
development of marine resources, it is the purpose of this title to
provide for the establishment of a. program of sea grant colleges
and education, training, and research in the felds of marine
science, engineering, and related disciplines.

“CRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR SEA GRANT CULLEGFS AND PROGR.AMS

“Skc, 203. (a) The provisions of this title shall be administered by
the National Science Foundation {hereafter in this title referred to as
the ‘Foundation’),

“(b) (1) For the purpose of car?ing out this title, there is
authorized to be appropriated to the Foundation for the fiseal year
ending June 30, 1967, not to exceed the sum of $5,000,000, for the fiscal
Year ending June 30, 1968, not to exceed the sum of $15,000,000, and for
each subseﬁuent fiscal year only such sums ns the Congress may here-
after specifically authorize by Iaw.

“(2) Amounts appropriated under this title are authorized to
remain available until expended.

“MARINE RESOURCES

“Sec. 204. (a} In carrying out the provisions of this title the
Foundation shall (1} consult with those experts engnged in pursuits
in the various fields related to the development of marine resources and
with all departments and agencies of the Federal Government (includ-
ing the United States Office of Education in all matters relating to
education) interested in, or affected b , activities in any such ﬁtsds,
and (2) seek advice and counsel from the National Council on Marine
Resources and Engineering Development as provided by section 203
of this title.

“(b) The Foundation shall exercise its authority under this title

“(1) initiating and supportinig programs at sea grant colleges
and other suitable institutes, Iaboratories, and ublic or private
agencies for the education of participants in the various felds
relating to the development of marine resources;

“(2) initinting and supporting necessary research programs in
the various fields relating to the development of marine resources,
with preference given to research aimed at practices, techniques,
and design of equipment applicable to the development of marine
resources; and

“{3) encouraging and developing programs consisting of in-
struction, practical demonstrations, pubhcations, and otherwise,
by sea %rant colleges and other suitable institutes, laboratories.
and public or private agencies through marine advisory programs
with the object of imparting useful information to persons cur-
rently employed or interested in the various fields related to the
development of marine resources, the scientific community, and
the genera! public.

“(c) Programs to carry out the purposes of this title shall be accom-
Jlished through contracts with, or grants to. suitable public or private
nstitutions of higher education, institutes, laboratories, and public or
private agencies which are engagred in, or concerned with, activities in
the various fields related to the development of marine resources, for
the establishment and operation by them of such programs,

“(d) (1) The total amount of payments in any fiscal yenr under any
grant to or contract with any participant in any program to be carried
out by such partieipant under this title shall not exceed 625 per
centum of the total cost of such program. For purposes of computing
the amount of the total cost of any sucl program furnished by an
participant in any fisca) year, the Foundation shall include in sucﬁ
computation an amount equal to the reasonable value of any buildings,
facilities, equipment, supplies, or services provided by such partici-
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pant with respect to such program (but not the cost or value of land
or of Federal contributions). .

“(2) Neo portion of any payment by the Foundation to any ‘mr-
ticipant in any program to be carried out under this title shall be
appgied to the purchase or rental of any Jand or the rental, purchase,
construction, preservation, or repair of any building, dock, or vessel,

(3} The totnl amount of payments in any fiscal year by the Founda-
tion to participants within any State shall not exceed 15 per centum of
the total amount appropriated to the Foundation for the purposes of
this title for such fiscal year.

“(e) In allocating funds appropriated in any fiscal year for the
purposes of this title the Foundation shall endeavor (o achieve moxi-
mum participation by sea grant colleges and other suitable institutes,
laboratories, and public or private a encies throughout the United
States, consistent with the purposes of this title.

“(f} In earrying out its functions under this title, the Foundation
shall attempt to support programs in such & manner as to supplement
and not duplicate or overlap any existing and related Government
activities.

“ﬁg) Except as otherwise provided in this title, the Foundation
shall, i carrying ot its functions under this title, have the same powers
and authority it has under the National Science Foundation et of
1950 to carry out its functions under that \et.

%(h) The hend of ench department, agency, or instrumentality of
the Federal Government is authorized, upon request of the Founda-
tion, to make available to the Foundation, from time to time, on » reim-
bursable basis, such personnel, services, and facilities ns may be neces-
sguiy to assist the Foundation in earrying out its functions under this
title.

“(i) For the purposes of this title—

“(1) the term ‘development of marine resources’ means scien-
tific endeavors relating to the muarine environment, including,
but not limited to, the fields oriented toward the development,
conservation, or economic utilization of the physical, chemical,
%:01 jeal, and biological resources of the marine environment;
the fields of marine commerce and marine engineering; the
fields relating to exploration or research in, the recovery of nat-
ural resources from, and the transmission of energy in, the
marine environment ; the fields of ocennography and oceanology ;
and the felds with respect to the study of the economic, legal,
medical, or sociclogical problems arising out of the manage-
ment, use, development, recovery, and control of the natural
resources of the marine environment;

“(2) the term ‘marine environment’ means the oceans; the
Continental Shelf of the United States; the Great Lakes; the
seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas adjacent to the coasts
of the United States to the depth of two hundred meters, or
beyond that limit, to where the depths of the superjacent waters
admit of the exploitation of the natural resources of the area;

the seabed nnd subsecil of similar submarine areas adjacent to
the consts of islands which comprise United States territory;
and the natural resources thereo?;
“(3) the term ‘sea grant college’ means any suitable public or
private institution of higher edueation supported pursuant te the
rurposes of this title which has major programs devoted to inereas-
Ing our Nation's utilization of the world’s marine resources; and
{4) the term ‘sea grant program’ means (A) any activities of
education or research related to the development of marine
resources supported by the Foundation by contracts with or grants
to institutions of higher education either initiating, or developing
existing, programs in fields related to the purposes of this title,
(B) any activities of education or research related to the develop-
ment o¥ marine resources supported by the Foundation by con-
tracts with or grants to suitable institutes, laboratories, and public



or private agencies, and (C) any programs of advisory services
oriented toward imparting information in fields related to the
development of marine resources supported by the Foundation by
contracts with or grants to suitable institutes, laboratories, and
public or private agencies,

“ADVISORY FUNCTIONS

“8Ec. 203. The National Couneil on Marine Resonrces and Engineer-
ing Development established by section 3 of title I of this Act shall, as
the President may request—

“(1} advise the Foundation with respect to the policies, pro-
cedures, and operations of the Foundation in earrying ont its
functions under this title;

“(2) provide policy guidance to the Foundation with respect to
contracts or grants in support of profrums conducted pursuant to
this title, and make such recommendations thereon to the Foun-
dation as may be appropriate ; and

“{3) submit an annual report on its activities and its recom-
mendations under this section to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries of the House of Representatives, the Iresident of the Senute,
and the Committee on Labor and Public-Welfare of the Senate.”

Sec. 2. (a) The Marine Resources and Engineering Development
Act of 1966 is amended by striking out the first section and inserting
in lieu thereof the following:

“TITLE I-MARINE RESOURCES AND EXGINEERING
DEVELOPMENT

“SHORT TITLE

“Section 1. This title may be cited as the ‘Marine Resources and
En%ineering Development Act of 1966°."

(b) Such Act is further amended by striking out “this Act” the
first place it appears in section 4(a), and also each place it appears
in sections 5(a), 8, and 9, and inserting in lieu thereof in eacﬁ such
place “this title”.

Approved October 15, 1966.
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33 USC 1121,

Act of 1976

Public Law 94-461
94th Congress
An Act

To improve the national sea grant programn and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of lmerica in. Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the *Sea Grant Program Improvement Act of 19767,
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO THE NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE AND

PROGRAM ACT OF 1966.

Title IT of the Marine Resonrces and Engineering Developinent Act

of 1966 (33 U.8.CC. 1101 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE II—NATIOXAL SEA GRANT PROGRAM

“SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.

“This title may be cited as the ‘National Sea Grant Program: Act’.
“SEC. 202. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

“(a) Fixpixas.—The Congress finds and declares the following:

“{1) The vitality of the NXation and the quality of life of its
citizens depend increasingly on the nnderstanding, assessment,
development, ntilization, and ronservation of ecean and coastal
resources. These resources supply food. energy. and minerals and
contribute to human health, the quality of the environment,
national security. and the enhancement of eommeree.

#(2) The understanding. assessment. development, utilization,
and congervation of sueh resonrees require a broad commitment
and an intense involvement an the part of the Federal Govern-
ment in continuing partnership with State and local governments,
private indnstry, nniversities, organizations. and individnals con-
cerred with or affected hy occan and constal resources.

“{3) The Xational Oeeanic and Atmospheric Acininistration,
through the national sea grint program. offevs the most suitable
locus and mean= for such commitment and involvenient throngh
the promotion of activities that will resnlt in greater such nnder-
standing, assessment. development, utilization. and conservation.
Continuned and inereased Federal support of the extablishment,
development, and operation of programs and projects by sea grant
colleges. son grant reional consortia, institntions nf higher eduen-
tion, institutes, labaratories. and other appropriate public and
private entities is the most cost-effective way to promote such
activities,



“{h) Onreerive.—The objective of this title is to.dnerease the under-
standing. nssessment, development, utilization, and conservation of
the Natiow’s ocean and eoastal resources hy providing assistance to
promote a strong educational hase, responsive research ane training
activities, and broad and prompt dissemination of knowledge and
teclimiques.

“(c) Prreose-—Tt is the purpose of the Congress to achieve the
objective of this title by extending and strengthening the national sen

grant program, initially established in 1966, to promote research, edu-
catjon, training, and advisory service activities in fields related to ocean
and coastal resources,

“SEC. 203. DEFINITIONS.
“As used in this title—

“(1) The term ‘Administration’ means the National Qceanic
and Atmospheric Administration,

“(2) The term ‘Administrator’ means the Administrator of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

“(3) The term ‘Director’ means the Director of the national sea
grant program, appeinted pursuant to section 204 (b).

“f }J e term ‘field related to ocean and coastal resources’
means any discipline or field (including marine science (and the

hysical, natural, and biological sciences, and engineering,
included therein), marine technology, education, economics, soci-
ology, communications, planning, law, international affairs, and
public administration) which is concerned with or likely to
improve the nnderstanding. assessment, development, utilization,
or conservation of ocean and coastal resources.

(8) The term ‘includes’ and variants thereof should be read as
if the phrase ‘but is not limited to’ were also set forth.

“(6) The term ‘marine environment’ means the coastal zone, as
defined in section 304(1) of the Constal Zone Management Act of
1972 (16 U.8.C. 1453(1)) ; the seabed. subsoil, and waters of the
territorial sea of the United States; the waters of any zone ever
which the United States asserts exclusive fishery management.
anthority ; the waters of the high seas: and the senbed and subsoil
of and bevond the outer Continental Shelf.

“(7) The torm ‘ocean and ecoastal resource’ means any resource
{whether living, nonliving. manmade, tangible, intangible, actual,
or potential) which is loeated in. derived from. or traceable to,
the marine environment. Such term includes the habitat of any
such living resource, the constal space, the ecosystems, the nutrient-
rich areas, and the other components of the marine environment
which contribute to or provide {or which are capable of contribnt-
ing to or providing) recreational. seenic. esthetic, biclogical, habi-
tational, convmercial, economic, or conservation values. Living
resonrees include natural and cnltured plant life, fish, shellfish,
marine mammals, and wildlife. Nonliving resources include energy
sources, minerals, and chemieal substances.

(8) The term ‘panel’ means the sea grant review panel estab-
lished under section 209,

(M) The term ‘person’ means any individual ; any public or
private eorporation, partnership, of other association or entity
{including any sea grant college, sea grant regional consortinm,
institution of higher education. institnte. or lnhoratory) : or any
State, political subdivision of a State, or ageney or officer thereof.

“(10) The term ‘sea grant college” means any public or private
institution of higher edueation whicl is desigminted ax sueh by the
Secretary nnder seetion 207, ’

#{11) The term “son grant progean’ nieans any progeam which -

LAY s administered by any sea grani eollege, sen rrant
regional consortinm. institution of hisher sduent jion. inst itnte,
lahoratary, or State or laea] aeencey ; aml
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CRY inelndes two or more projects involving one or wmore
of the following activities in lields related 1o ocean amld
coastal resonrees:

“(i) research,

“(i1) education,

“(in) training, or
“(iv) advisory services.

#(12) The term ‘sea grant regional consortium’ means any
association or other alliance which is designated as such by the
Secretary under section 207.

“(13) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of Commerce.

“(14) The term ‘State’ means any State of the United States, the
District of Columbia, the Commontealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
ﬁin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
é {ariana Islands, or any other territory or possession of the United

tates.

“SEC. 204, NATIONAL SEA GRANT PROGRAM.

“(a) In Gexerar.—The Secretary shall maintain, within the Admin-
istration, a program to be known as the national sea grant program,
The nationel sea grant program shall consist of the financial assistance
and other activitics provided for in this title, The Secretary shall
establish long-range planning guidelines and priorities for, and ade-
quately evaluate, this program.

“(b) Direcror—(1) The Secretary shall appoint a Direetor of the
r})lational sea grant program who shalt be a qualified individual who

28—

“(A) knowledge or expertise in ficlds related to ocean and
coastal resources; and

“{B) appropriate administrative experienee,

“(2) The Director shall be appointed and compensated, withont
regard to the provisions of title 5, United States Code, governing
appointments in the competitive service, at a rate not in excess of the
maximum rate for GS-18 of the General Schedule utiler section 532
of such title. :

#(¢) Dutres.—The Director shall administer the national sen grant
program subject to the supervision of the Sccretnry and the Admin-
istrator. In addition to any other duty preseribed by luw ov nesigned
by the Secretary, the Director shall—

“(1} apply the long-range planning guidelines aid the priovities
estab]ishes y the Secretary under subseetion (a) ;

“(2) advise the Administrator with respeet to the expertise and
capabilities which are available within or through the nntionnl sen
grant program, and provide (as directed by the Administrator)
those which are or could be of use to other oflices and activities
within the Administration;

“(3) evaluate activities conducted under grants and contracts
awarded pursnant to sections 205 and 206 to assure that the objee
tive set forth in section 202(b) is implemented:

“(4) encourage other Federal departiments, agencies, and instru-
mentalities to use and take advantage of the expertise and cupa-
hilities which are available through the national sea grant
program, on a cooperative-or othor basis;

“(5) advise the Secretary on the designation of sea grant col-
legos aned sea geant. regrionat consortia and, in approprinte eases, if
nn.v!, on the termination or suspension of any such designation;
nne

¥(6)  encourage e formation and  growth of sen grant
[ inmes,

“b) Powres, To enery out (he provisions of this title, the Seere-
Iary mny

“(1)} appoint, assign the duties, transfer, and fix the compen-
sation of such personnel as may be necessary, in accordance with
the civil service laws; except that five positions may be established



without regard to the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive service, but the pay
rates for such positions may not exceed the maximum rate for
(35-18 of the General Schedule under section 5332 of such title;

“(2) make appointments with respect to temporary and inter-
mittent services to the same extent as is authorized by section 3109
of title 5. United States Code;

“{3) publish or arrange for the publication of, and otherwise
disseminate, in cooperation with other services, offices, and pro-
grams in the Admnistration, any information of research, edu-
cational, training, and other value in fields related to ocean and
coastal resources and with respect to ocean and coastal resources,
withont regard to section 501 of title 44, United States Code;

“(4) enter into contracts, cooperative agreements, and other
transactions without rezard to section 3709 of the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States (41 U.S.C.5) ;

*#(5) nceept donations and voluntary and uncompensated serv-
ices, notwithstanding section 3679 of the Revised Stututes of the
United States (31 U.S.C. 665(b) }; and

“(6) issue such rules and regulations as may be necessary and
appropriate.

“SEC. 205. CONTRACTS AND GRANTS.

“(a) Ix Gexerar.—The Secretary may make grants and enter into
contracts under this subsection to nssist any sca grant program or
project if the Secretary finds that such program or project will—

{1} implement the objective set forth in section 202(b); and

“(2) be responsive to the needs or problems of individual States
or regions.

The total amount paid pursuant to any such grant or contract may
equal 6634 percent, or any lesser percent, of the total cost of the sea
grant program or project involved.

“(b) SrrciarL Graxts.—The Secretary may make special grants
under this subsection to implement the objective set forth in section
202(b). The amount of any such grant may equal 100 percent, or any
lesser percent, of the total cost of the project involved. No grant may
be macle under this subsection unless the Secretary finds that—

“(1) no reasonable means is available through which the appli-
cant can meet the matching requirement for a grant under sub-
section (a);

“(2) the probable benefit of such project outweighs the public
intetrest in such matching requirement; and

“(3) the same or equivalent benefit cannot be obtained through
g(l)% award of a contract or grant under subsection (a) or section

The total amount which may be provided for grants under this sub-
section during any fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal to 1
percent of the total funds appropriated for such vear pursuant to
section 212.

*{¢) Evemmiry axn Procenure.—Any person may apply to the
Secretary for a grant or contract under this section. Application shall
be made in such form and manner, and with such content and other
submissions, as the Secretary shall by regulation prescribe, The Secre-
tary shall act upen each such application within 6 months after the
date on which all required information is received.

“(d) Terms anp Conmimons—(1) Any grant made, or coniract
entered into, under this section shall be subject to the limitations and
provisions set forth in paragraphs (2), (3), and {4) and to such other
terms, conditions, and requirements as the Secretary deems necessary
or appropriate.

“(2) No payment under any grant or contract under this section
may be applied to—
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“{A) the purchase or renfal of any land; or ]
#(B) the purchase, rental, construction, preservati<n, or repair
of any building. dock, or vessel: .

except that payment under any such grant or contract may, if a_lpproved
by the Secretary, be applied to the purchase, rental, constr-uction. pres-
ervation, or repair o? non-self-propelled habitats, buoys, platforms,
and other similar devices or structures. or to the rental of any research
vessel which is used in direct support of activities nnder a ny sea grant
program or project.

“(3) The total amount which may be obligated for payment pursu-
ant to grants made to. and contracts entered into with, persons under
this section within any one State in any fiseal yenr shall mot exceed an
amount equal to 13 pereent of the total funds appropria ted for such
year pursuant to section 212,

“{4) Any person who receives or utilizes any proceeds of any grant
or contract under this section shall keep such records as t he Secretary
shall by regulation preseribe as being necessary and ap» propriate to
facilitate effective andit and evaluation. including records which fully
disclose the amount and disposition by such recipient of siach proceeds,
the total cost of the program or project in connection with which such
proceeds were nsed, and the amount if any. of such cost which was
provided through other sources. Such records shall be maintained for
3 years after the completion of sich a program or project. The Secre-
tary and the Comptroller General of the United States, or= any of their
dulv authorized representatives, shall have access. for the purpose of
audit and evaluation, to any books. documents, papers. aryd records of
receipts which, in the opinion of the Secretary ar of the Comptroller
General, may be related or pertinent to such grants and c ontracts.
“SEC. 208, NATIONAL PROJECTS.

“(a) Tx GENFRAL.—The Secretary shall identify specific national
needs and problems with respect to ocean and coastal resources, The
Secretary may make grants or enter into contracts under this section
with respect to such needs or problems. The amount of amy such grant
or contract may equal 100 pereent, or any lesser percent . of the total
cost of the project involved.

“(b)} Ericirinity axp ProcEpURE.—Any person may apply te the
Recrotary for a grant ov contract under this section. In addition, the
Secretary may invite applications with respect to specific national
needs or problems identified under subsection {a). Appliczition shall be
made in snch form and manner, and with such content arid other sub-
missions, as the Seeretary shall by regnlation presevibe. T he Sceretary
shall act upon each such application within 6 months after the date on
which all required informatibn is received. Any grant made, or con-
tract entered into, under this section shall be subject to the imitations
and provisions set forth in section 205(d) (2) and (4} and te such
other terms, conditions, and requirements as the Seeretary deems neces-
sary or appropriate,

“(e) AvTnorzzatiox For Arrrorriations.—There is authorized to
be appropriated for pnrposes of earrving ot this section not to execeed
$5.000000 for the fiseal vear ending September 30, 1977, Such sums as
may be appropriated pursnant to this suheection shall renuain available

until expended. The amounts obligated to be expended for the pur-
poses set forth in subsection (a) shall not, in any fiscal year, exceed an
amount equal to 16 percent of the sums appropriated for such year pur-
suant to section 212.

“SEC. 207. SESRI%IIIAANT COLLEGES AND SEA GRANT REGIONAL CON-

“{a} DesienatioN.—(1) The Secretary may designate—

:; (A) any institution of higher education as a sea grant college;

an
“{B) any association or other alliance of two or more persons

{other than individuals) as a sea grant regional consortium.



“(2) No institution of higher education may be designated as a sea
grant college unless the Secretary finds that such institution—

“(A) is maintaining & balanced program of research, education,
training, and advisory services in fields related to ocean and
coastal resources and has received financial assistance under sec-
tion 205 of this title or under section 204(c) of the National Sea
Grant College and Program Act of 1966;

“(B) will act in accordance with such guidelines as are pre-
scribed under subsection (b)(2); and

“(C) meets such other qualifications as the Secretary deems
necessary or a?propgiate.

The designation of any institution as a sea_grant college under the
authority of such Act of 1966 shall, if such designation is in effect on
the day before the date of the enactment of the Sea Grant Program
Improvement Act of 1976, be considered to be a designation made
under paragraph (1) so Iong as such institution complies with sub-
paragraphs (BSJ and (C).

“{3) No association or other alliance of two or more persons may be
designated as a sea grant regional consortium unless the Secrefary
finds that such association or alliance—

“{A) is established for the purpose of sharing expertise,
research, educational facilities, or training facilities, and other
capabilities in order to facilitate research, education, training, and
advisory services, in any field related to ocean and coastal
resources;

“{B) will encourage and follow a regional approach to solving
problems or meeting needs relating to ocean and eoastal resources,
in cooperation with appropriate sea grant colleges, sea grant pro-
grams, and other persons in the region;

“{C) will act in accordance with such guidelines as are pre-
seribed under subsection (b)(2); and

“(D) meets such other qualifications as the Secretary deems
necessary or appropriate.

“(b) Regrrations.—The Secretary shall by regulation prescribe—

*(1) the qualifications required to be met under paragraphs
(2) (C) and (3) (D) of subsection (a) ; and

“(2) guidelines relating to the activities and responsibilities
of sea grant colleges and sea grant regional consortia.

“(c} Soseexsrox or TerMINATION oF Desiexation.—The Secre-
tary may, for canse and after an apportunity for hearing, suspend or
terminate any designation under subsection (a).

“SEC. 208. SEA GRANT FELLOWSHIPS.

“(a) Tx Gexrrar.—The Secretary shall support a sea grant fellow-
ship program to provide educational and training assistance to quali-
fied individuals at the nndergraduate and graduate levels of edueation

in fields related to ocean and constal resources, Such fellowships shall
be awarded pursnant to guidelines established by the Secretary. Ses
grant fellowships may only be awarded by sea grant colleges, sea grant
regional consortia, institutions of higher education, and professional
associptions and institutes.

*{b) Liyrration ox Torar. FeLrowsnir Graxrs.—The total amount
whiclt may be provided for grants under the sea grant fellowship pro-
gram during any fiscal year shall not exceed an amount equal to 5
percent of the total funds appropriated for such year pursuant to
section 212,

“SEC. 209. SEA GRANT REVIEW PANEL.

“(a) Estamusiext.—There shall be established an independent
committee to be known as the sea grant veview panel. The panel shall,
on the 60th day after the date of the enactment of the Sea Grant Pro-
gram Improvement Act of 1976, supersede the sea grant advisory
panel in existence before such date of ennetment,
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“(b) Dunes.—The panel shall take such steps as may be necessary
to review, and shall advise the Secretary, the Administrator, and the
Director with respect to—

*{1) applications or proposals for, and performmnee under,
grants and contracts awarded under sections 205 and 206;

“{2) the sea grant fellowship program;

“(3) the designation and operation of sea grant colleges and
sea grant regional consortia, and the operation of sea grant
l'll'Ogl'Illl'lS H

“(4) the formulation and application of the planning guide-
lines and priorvities under section 204 (a) and (¢){1) ; and

“(5) such other matters as the Sceretary refers to the panel
for review and advice.

The Secretary shall make available to the panel such information. per-
sonnel, and aclministrative services and assistance as it may reasonably
reqnire to carry ont its duties,

“(¢) Mewmpersiir, TErys, axp Powers.—(1) The panel shall con-
sist of 13 voting members who shall be appointed by the Seeretary.
‘The Director shall serve as a nonvoting member of the panel, Not less
than five of the voting members of the panel shall be indiv iduals who,
by reason of knowledge, experience, or training, are especially qualified
in one or more of the disciplines and fields included in marine science.
The other voting members shall be individuals who, by reason of
knowledge. experience, or training, are especially qualified in, or
representative of. education, extension services, State grovernment,
industry. economies. planning, or any other activity which is appropri-
ate to. and important for, any effort to enhance the understanding,
assessment, develapment, utilization, or conservation of ocean and
constal resources. No individual is eligible to be a voting member of
the panel if the individnal is (A) the dircctor of a sea g-ant college,
sea grant regional consortinm, or sea grant program; (13 ) an appli-
cant for, or beneficiary (as determined g_v the Seeretary) of, any grant
or contraet under seetion 203 or 206; or (C) a full-time officer or
employee of the United States.

“(2} The term of oflice of n voting member of the panel shall be 3
years, except that of the original appointees, five shall be apppointed for
a term of 1 vear, five shall be appointed for a term of 2 yenurs. and five
shall be appainted for a term of 3 yoars.

“(3) Any individual appoeinted to A1l a vacancy occurrring before
the expirntion of the term for which his or her predecessor was
appointed shall be appointed only for the remainder of such term.

No individual may be appointed as a voting member after_serving one
full term as such a member. A voting memnber may serve after the date
of the expiration of the term of office for which appointed until hig
or her successor has taken office, or until 90 days after such date,
whichever is earlier,

%(4) The panel shall select one voting member to serve as the Chair-
man and another voting member to serve as the Vice Chairman. The
Vice Chairman shall act as Chairman in the absence or incapacity of
the Chairman.

“(5) Voting members of the panel shall—

%(A) receive compensation at the daily rate for G S-18 of the
General Schedule under seetion 5332 of title 3, United States Code,
when actunlly ongaged in the perfortuance of duties for such
panel; and

“(13) be veimbursed for actual and reasonable expenses
incurred in the performance of such duties.

%(6) The panel shall meet on a biannual basis and, at any other
time, at the call of the Chairnian or upon the request of a majority of
the voting members or of the Director,

“(7) The panel may exercise such powers as ave reasonably necessary
inorder to enrry out its duties under subsection (b).



“SEC. 210. INTERAGENCY COOPERATION.

“Each departient. ageney. or other instrumentality of the Federal
Government which is engaged in or concerned with, or which has
authority over. matters relating to ocean and constal resources—

“{1) may, upon a written request from the Secretary, make
availuble. on a reimbursable bnsis or otherwise any personnel
{with their consent and without prejudice to their position and
rating}, service, or facility which the Secretary deems necessary
to earry ont any provision of this title;

“(2) shall, upon a written request from the Secretary, furnish
any availeble data or other information which the Secretary deems
necessary to earry out any provision of this title; and

#(8) shall cooperate with the Administration and duly author-
ized officials thereof,

“SEC. 211. ANNUAL REPORT AND EVALUATION,

“(a) Axxear Reront.—The Secretary shall submit to the Congress
anc the President. not later than February 13 of each year, a report
on the activities of. and the ontlook for, the national sea grant program.

“(b) Evarvation,—The Director of the Office of Management and
Budweet and the Director of the Office of Science and Technology
Poliey. in the Executive Oflice of the Presiclent, shall have the oppor-
tunity to review each report prepared pursuant to subsection (a).
Such Directors may submit, for inclusion in such report. comments
and recommendations and an independent evaluation of the national
sea grant program. Such material shall be transmitted to the Secre-
tary not later than February 1 of each year, and the Secretary shall
cause it to be published as a separate section in the annual report
submitted pursuant to subsection {a).

“SEC. 212. AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS.

“There is anthorized to be appropriated for purposes of carrying
out the provisions of this titfe {other than section 206) not to exceed
$50,000000 for the fiseal year ending September 30, 1977, Such sums
as my be appropriatesd nnder this section shall remain available until
expenled.™,

SEC. 3. INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ASSISTANCE.

(a} In GExerar.—The Secretary of Commerce (hereafter in this
section referred to as the “Secretary™) may enter into contracts and
make grants under this section to—

(1} enhance the research and development eapability of devel-
oping foreign nations with respect to ocean and coastal resources,
as such term is defined in section 203 of the National Sea Grant
Program Act; and

(2) promote the international exchange of information and
data with respect to the assessment, development, ntilization, and
conservation of such resources.

(b) Eremaraty anp Procroure—Any sen grant college and sea
grant_regional consortinm (as defined in section 203 of the National
Sea Grant Program Act) and any institntion of higher education,
laboratory. or institute {if such institution. laboratory, or institute is
located within any State (as defined in such section 203)) may apply
for and receive financial assistance under this section. Each grant or
contract under this section shall be made pursuant to snch require-
ments as the Secretary shall, after consultation with the Secretary of
State. by regulation preseribe. .\ pplication shall be made in such form,
and with such content and other submissions, as may be so required.
Before approving any application for a grant or contract under this
section, the Secretary shall consult with the Secretary of State. Any
grant made, or contract entered into, under this section shall be sub-
ject to the limitations and provisions set forth in section 205(d) (2)
and {4) of the National Sea Grant Program Act and to snch other
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terms. conditions, and requirements as the Secretary deems necessary
or appropriate.

(¢) AUTITORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS.—T here is authorized to be
appropriated for purposes of carrying out this section not to exceed
$3,000000 for the fiseal vear ending September 30, 1977, Such sums
as may be appropriated under this section shall remain available until
expended.

SEC. 4. CONFORMING AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS.

(n) Section 5314 of title 5, Uhited States Code. is amencled by add-
jng at the end thereof the following new paragraph:

«(g5) Administrator, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration.”.

{b) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, iz amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new paragraphs:

“(109) Deputy ‘Administrator, National Oceanic and Atmos-
heric Administration,

#{110) Associate Administrator, National Oceanic and Atmos-
heric Administration.”.

{c){1) Section 2(d) of Reorzanization Plan Numbered ¢ of 1970
(84 Stat. 2090) is amended by striking ont 4T evel V¥ and “(5 U.S.C.
5316} and inserting in lien thereof “Tevel IV” and “(5 U.8.C. 5315)",
respectively.

(2) The individual serving as the Associate Administrator of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (pursuant to sec-
tion 2(d) of Reor anization Plan Numbered 4 of 1970) on the date
of the enactment of this Act shall continue as the Associate Adminis-
trator, notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1).

Approved October 8, 1976.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 94-1048 (Comm. on Merchant Marine and Fisheries} and No.
64-1556 {(Comm. of Conference).
SENATE REPORT No. 94-848 accompanying S. 3165 (Committees on Labor and Public
Welfare and Commerce).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 122 (1976):
May 3, considered and ssed House,
June 14, considered and passed Senate, amended, in lieu of 5. 3165.
Sept. 17, Senste agreed to conference report.
Sept. 23, Honse agreed to conference report.
WEEKLY COMPILATION OF PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS, Vol. 12, No. 42:
Oct. 10, Presidential statement.




1978 Amendment

Public Law 95-428
95th Congress
An Act

To improve the operations of the natlonal sea grant program, to authorize
appropriations to carry out such program for fiscal years 1979 and 1880, and
for other purposes.

Be it engcted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the title head-
ing of title XI of the Marine Resources and Engineerin Development
Act of 1966 (33 U.S.C. 1101 et seq.) is amended to read as follows:

“TITLE IT-NATIONAL SEA GRAXNT COLLEGE
PROGRAM®.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 201 of the National Sen Grant Program Act (33
U.8.C. 1121) is amended by inserting “College” imme tately before
“Program®,

() Sections 202(a)(3), 203(3), 204, and 211 are each amended by
striking out “national sea grant program? each place it appears therein
and inserting in lieu thereof “national sea grant college program”,

l(l c) The section heading of such section 204 is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 204. NATIONAL SEA GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAM.”
Sec. 8. The National See Grant College Program Act (as redesig-
nated by section 2 of this Act) (33 U.8.C. 1121-1131) is amended—

(1) by amendinﬁ section 204(d)—

(A) by striking out “and” at the end of paragraph (5),

(B) by redesignating pnragraf)h (8} as paragraph (7),and

(C) by inserting immediately after paragraph (5) the
following new paragraph:

“(6) accept funds from other Federal departments, agencies
(including agencies within the Administration}, and instrumen-
talities to pay for grants mnde, and contracts entered into. by the
Secretary under section 205(a) ; and ”;

(2) by striking out the period at the end of the last sentence
of section 205(2) and inserting in lien theveof the following : *;
except that this limitation shall not apply in the case of grants or
contracts paid for with funds accepted by the Secretary under
section 204 (d} (6).";
¢ 1(1 3) by amending the first sentence of section 206(c) to read as

ollows:
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“There are authorized to be appropriated for purposes of carrying
this section not to exceed the following amounts:
(1) $5.000,000 for each of fiscal yenrs 1977, 1978, and 1979.
“(2) $7,000,000 for fiscal year 1980.7;
(4) by amending section 211—

(A) by striking out “awxvaL” in the section heading and
inserting in lien thereof “sIEX¥1ALY,
(B) by amending subsection (n) to read as follows:
“(a) BienwiaL RerorT.—The Secretary shall submit to the Congress
and the President, not later than February 15, 1950, and not later than

February 15 of every even-numbered year thereafter, a report on the
activities of, and the outlook for, the national sea grant program.”; and
C) by amending the last sentence of subsection (b) to read
as follows : “Such material shall be submitted to the Secretary
not later than February 1 of the year in which the report
concerned is to be submitted under subsection (a), and the
Secretary shall cause it to be published as = separate section

in such report.”; and

(5} by amending the first sentence in section 212 to read as
follows:

“There are authorized to be appropriated for purposes of carryin
out the provisions of this title (other than section 206) not to ex:

the following amounts:

“(1) §50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1977 and 1978,

“(2} $55,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1979 and 1980.”.

Sec. 4. Section 3 of the Sea Grant Program Improvement Act of
1976 (33 U.S.C. 1124a) is amended—

(1) by striking out “National Sea Grant Program Act” each
lace it appears therein and inserting in lien therof “National
en Grant College Program Act”;

{2) by amending subsection (2) (QLto read as follows:

«(2) promote the exchange amongt e United States and foreign
nations (including, but not limited to, developing foreign nations)
of information and data with respect to the assessment, develop-
ment, utilization, and conservation of such resources.”; and

{3) by amending the first sentenee of subsection (¢) to read as
follows:

“There are authorized to be appropriated for purposes of carrying out
this section not to exceed the fo ow'mglamounts H

“(1) $3,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1977,1978,and 1979.

“(9) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1980.”

Approved October 7, 1978.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:
HOUSE REPORT No. 95-1011 {Comm. on Merchant Marine and Fisheries),
SENATE REPORT No. 95-887 (Comm. on Cc , Sci and Transp ion)and

{Comm. on Human Resources).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 124 (1978):
Apr. 17, considered and passed House.
June 7, idered and passed Senat d
June 29, House © red in Senat dment with amendments.
Sept. 25, Senate concurred in House amendments.




1980 Amendment

Public Law 96-289
96th Congress
An Act

To authorize appropriations to carry out the national sea grant program for
fiscal years 1981, 1982, and 1983, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the National
Sea Grant College Program Act (33 U.S.C. 1121 et seq.), as amended,
is further amended—

(1} in section 203(6) by inserting “Great Lakes and the”
immediately before “territorial sea”;

(2) in section 204(c) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as
paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by inserting immedi-
ately after paragraph (4) the following new paragraph:

“(5) encourage cooperation and coordination with other
Federal programs concerned with ocean and coastal resource
conservation and usage;”,

{3) in section 205(dX2) by inserting “may be applied to the short-
term rental of buildings or facilities for meetings which are in
direct support of any sea grant program or project and” immedi-
ately after “contract’ the second time it appears therein:

(4) in section 206(c) by inserting “out” immediately after
“carrying”, and by inserting the following new paragraph imme-
diately after paragraph (2):

“(3) Not to exceed $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1981, not to exceed
$6,000,000 for fiscal year 1982, and not to exceed $7,000,000 for
fiscal year 1983.";

(5) in section 20%(cX3) by striking the first two sentences and
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “Any individual
appointed to a partial or full term may be reappointed for one
additional full term.”; and

(6) in section 212 by inserting the following new paragraph
immediately after paragraph (2):

*(3) Not to exceed $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1981, not to exceed
$58,000,000 for fiscal year 1982, and not to exceed $65,000,000 for
fiscal year 1983.”,

Sgc. 2, Section 3(c) of the Sea Grant Program Improvement Act of
1976 (33 U.S.C. 1124a(c)) is amended bﬂ inserting the following new
paragraph immediately after paragraph (2);

*“(3) Not to exceed $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1981, not to exceed
$5,000,000 for fiscal year 1982, and not to exceed $5,000,000 for
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fiscal year 1983.”".
Sec. 8. The section heading of section 3 of the Sea Granit Program
lfnlll})rovement Act of 1976 (33 U.SC. 1124a) is amended to read as
ollows:

“SEC. 3. SEA GRANT INTERNATIONAL PROGRAM.”.

Sec. 4. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 10¢(cX1) of the
Fishermens Protective Act of 1967 (22 1J.5.C. 1980) applications for
compensation under such Act, filed within 90 days after_the date of
enactment of this subsection shall be deemed to be timely filed.

(b) Section 10(cX1) of the Fishermens Protective Act of 1967 (22
U.S.C. 1980) is amended by striking “gixty” and substituting “90"

Approved June 28, 1980.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORT No. $6-841 1Comm. on Merchant Marine and Fisheries).
SENATE REPORT No. 96-72} 1Comm. on Commerce. Science, and Transportation
and Comm. on Labor and Human Resources:.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD., Vol 126 L1950k

Apr 17, considered and passed House.

May 22, considered and assed Senate, amended.

June 5. House concurred in Senate amendment with amendments.

June Y. Senate concurred in House amendments with an amendment.

June 16, House concurred in Senate amendment.
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